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My name is George Survant and I current serve as the Director of Fleet Services for 
Florida Power & Light. Our company is a leader in providing clean and sustainable 
electricity to 4.4 million customers in Florida and we have wind energy generation, 
natural gas fired combined cycle generation and nuclear generation spread across 26 
states outside of Florida. 

I personally have been involved with alternative fuel transportation projects since the late 
1970s when I was with GTE (a phone service provider) where we had demonstration 
projects in cooperation with the DOE spread across the 48 states served by that 
corporation. These projects included over 1000 propane fueled vehicles and 60 electric 
vehicles operating in three strategic locations nationwide. 

Over this period our firm and others have seen a variety of well intentioned initiatives at 
both the Federal and State level designed to reduce America’s dependence on imported 
fuel and eliminate emissions to improve air quality. Over this time, none of these 
initiatives have proved to be sustainable in the market place. 

Today the alternatively fueled products we at FPL can purchase for use in real-world 
missions are limited to custom production power plants like the CNG/LNG diesel engines 
and selected models of cars and light trucks that can use E-85. In peninsular Florida, 
where the CNG infrastructure is limited to commercial users of CNG (as a result of the 
limited need for home heating), the FPL fleet containing over 3800 vehicles including 
1200 class 7 and 8 trucks which use over 65% of the fuel that FPL purchases would have 
no commercial fueling options. Additionally, currently in Florida there are only a handful 
of commercial outlets for E-85 in the entire state and none in the FPL service territory. It 
is also worth noting that due to distribution and support issues about one in three FPL 
refueling transactions are conducted in retail fuel outlets. 

It is also true that FPL as well as many other companies has learned the need to be self 
reliant during times of crisis. FPL has over the last few years had to (during disaster 
recovery operations) rely on large contingents of temporary labor from across the country 
that bring their own trucks and tools with them to support restoration efforts. In 2004 and 
2005 FPL has fielded restoration forces of 16,000 and 18,000 workers respectively that 
required us to deliver as much as 190,000 gallons of fuel per day. Limited by the 
dimensions of the available help, FPL prepares to support only the most commonly sold 
trucks and cars. 

Current compliance to EPAct requires that we purchase products that are largely 
unsupportable for broad utility application in Florida. As a result we are enthusiastically 
endorsing the department’s focus in the Alternative Compliance language on what we see 
as a shift from a “solutions based” strategy to a “results based” strategy.  

We congratulate the Department and Ms. Bluestein on listening to the groups impacted 
by these administrative requirements and taking a bold and visionary step in a direction 
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that will reward participant companies for measurable results that achieves the specific 
goals of cleaning our environment and reducing our use of imported petroleum products. 
There are specific areas in the proposed language where we would request either 
additional clarification and/or expanded definitions that we feel are consistent with the 
overall goals of the alternative compliance language and should serve to encourage 
companies to expand their efforts: 

1. Clarification regarding where petroleum reduction must occur: 

Section 490.803(d) (iii) (2) states that the plan must provide for reduction of petroleum 
motor fuel by the State’s or covered person’s own vehicles.  While we understand the 
intended exclusion of third parties, we believe that this language would also preclude 
reduction by leased vehicles. Thus we suggest that clarification be provided by adding the 
words found elsewhere in the notice referring to vehicles “owned, operated, leased or 
otherwise controlled by the covered person” as eligible for planned petroleum reduction. 

2. Proposed inclusion of fork trucks: 

In the Notice of Proposed rulemaking discussion on page 36035 of the June 23, 2006 
Federal Register, DOE explains the inclusion of fuel used in medium, heavy duty, and 
excluded light duty vehicles. We suggest that consideration be given to also include fork 
trucks which we feel can also be considered transportation related, and would also 
possibly result in increased waiver use and thus result in greater petroleum displacement 

3. Clarification of this section: 

"Will achieve a reduction in the annual consumption of petroleum fuels by its motor 
vehicles equal to the amount of alternative fuel the fleet’s inventory of alternative fueled 
vehicles, including alternative fueled vehicles that the State or covered person would 
have been required to acquire in model years for which a waiver is received, would use if 
operated 100 percent of the time on alternative fuel." 

In summary, many of us in the community of Fleet Managers want to encourage the 
department for the adoption of this language where creative means of compliance should 
be encouraged as well as an accelerant for emerging technological advances (like 
medium and heavy duty hybrids) that will evolve into mainstream products. 
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